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To Alice Anne Collette, CPA, Lake Charles, LA
and the Peer Review Cornmittee of the Sociely of Louisiana Certified Public Accountants

We have reviewed selected accounting engagements of Alice Anne Collefte, CPA (the
firm) issued with periods garling dotiog tir" V"* enrled April 30, 2009. Our peer r"d"*
r,'r'as conducted in accordatce lvitl the Standards for Performing and Repcrting on Peer
Reviews established by the Peer Review Board of the American lnstitute of Certified
Public Accountants. The firm is responsible for designing a system of quality control and
complying with it to provide the fum with reasonable assura:rce ol perforrring and
reporting in conformity with applicable professional standards in all material respects.
Our responsibility is to evaluate whether the engagements submitted for review were
performed and reported on in conformity with applicable professional standarris in all
material respects. An Engagement Review does noi include reviewing the firm's system
of quality contol il1d gsmFliance therewitJr and, accordingiy, we express no opinion or
any form of assurance on that system. The nature, objectives, scope, limitations of, and
&e procedures perforrned in an Engagement Review are dessribed in the star:dards at
www. aicp a. org/prsummary,

We noted. the foliorving deficiencies during our review:

1. Deficiency*Our review disclosed multiple failures to adhere to applicable finaneial
statement presentation and disclosure oD a review fyle Bngagemeat of fi::ancial
statements fbr a comfany intlre aot-for-prafit iadustry as follows:-

r Tbe statement of activities did not present the cost of direct benefits to donors as a
separais supporting category using one of ihe tbree options available under
profession4l standards;

r No references were made to the accountant's review report on the face of any of

r The progxam service section of the statement of activities included a mixhre of
functional and natural expenses in a format &at made the presentati.on cor.fusing;
and

. The pu{poss of some temporarily restrieted net assets was not disclosed.



Recommendatio*-We recommend the firm attead continuing professional education ia
tJre nat-for-profit indusay to imFrove its kno*'iedge about proper financial statement
presentation aod discissues relating to fi.nansial staismsnts in this i:rdustry. Furilrer,
atthough not required by professional standards, tle firm should consider updating its
library and having another f,rrn perform a "cold" or second review of its report and
fi:rac,ciai statements before they are jssued.

2. Deficiency- The managcment representation lefier for tlre review engagem€nt
submirted for peer review did not conlai-n specific representaiions relating to
mBnagement's lmowledge of any fraud or suspected fraud affbcting the entity involving
management or others where the fraud could have a material effect on the financial
statements. Also, this letter did not have any representation as to manageaent's filll and
truthfirl reslronse to ali inquiries.

Recomrnendalior-* The firm should consult professioxal staadar<is as they relate to
specific representations that shorild be included within a management representation
letter and compaxe ylhat the standards require to letters that it might obtain on review
engagements in the future-

3. Deficiency - PrsfEssisaal stanrlards require tbe accountant possess a level of
knowledge of the accounti-ng principies and practices cf the indushy in which i{:e entity
operates and an uDdg$tsnding of the entity's business. Aiso, professional slzu:daids
require the accotmtant to tailor speci-Ec inquiries based on the accountant's knowledge of
the entity's business. The firm used a standardized practice aid as its guide to ask
questions and to document them in its revierv engagement. However, anslvers to some of
the questions appeared to either be inappropriate or iDg6mFlete. Further, there were no
oiher inquiries included within the documentation thar rvas submitted to demonstrate the
firm tailsrcd its inquiries based oa its lcaowledge of the entif's busiaess and the not-for-
profit industry.

Recomnendation - The firre should be carEfrl ia reiying solely on a standardized
chedclist as its neans to make appropriate inquiries on any review fype engagement. The
firm shoutd carefirlly evaluate the questions and supplement them with its owu using the
firm's kuowledge of the client and its industry. When completing the checklist or ans\l€rs

::]i: Iti ryto*, the firm shouid be alert to firlly document the answers in a clear and
accurate manner.

4. Deficiency * Proibssional standards require a firm to perform analytical procedures in
a revierv qpe engagement that will inclurie:

r Develaping expectations by identifing and using plausible relationships that are
reasouably expected to exist based on flre accountant's understanding ofthe entity
and tbe industry in which the entity oper:rres.



r Comparing recorded alx.ounts, sr ratios developed from rscslded arnounts, tc
expectationr developed by the accountaat.

liome expectafions oeveloped. by the firm were roo broad or insufficient io enable Lre

firm to detect material misstatements. Althougii grecise quantifcation of expected
relationships is not required by the standards, the expectaiion should be precise enough to
provide ihe accsuntant x.ith a desired ler,,el of assurance in this type of engagement,
mearrixg that the diflerences should not coatain material misstatenents.

Recommendation* trtrfe recommend the firm attend continuing professional educatioa in
performing rcview tlpe engagements to improve its knowledge about performing
analytioal procedures. Further, although not required by prafessional standards, the finn
should consider updating its library'so that it witi have reference materials available to
help it better perforur this component of a review tSpe ergagement.

Based on our review, except for the deficiencies described abeve, nothing came to orr
attention that caused us to believe ihat &e engagemerrts sabmitted for revierv by Alice
Ame Coiiette, CPA issued with periods snding during &e year ended April 30" t009,
were nst performed and reported on ia confarmity rvlth applicable professional staodaxds

in ail material respects. Fircrs can. $ceive a rati:rg rifpass, pass wlth deficiency(ies), or
fait. Alice Anne Collete, CPA has received a peer review rating of pass with
deficiencies.

1er;?'^*
Neil G. Ferrari, Reyiew Captain
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July 27,2010

Anne Collette, CPA
Alice Anne Collette
Po Box 1956
Lake Charles, LA 70602

Dear Ms. Collette:

The Society of Louisiana CPAs Peer Review Committee determined that your
most recent peer review is complete.

The due date for your next review is October 31,2012. This is the date by which
all review documents should be completed and submitted to the administering
entity.

Sincerely,
SOCIETY OF LOUISIANA CPAs

Stacey Lockwood
Peer Review Program
slockwood@lcpa.org 504 904-1 136

cc: Neil Ferrari, CPA

Firm No.5270037 Review No.283284
State Society No.


